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BARBOUR BILL AMENDED: 


NOW LET’S HELP PASS IT 


California Wants Roosevelt-Sequoia Made A Power-Proof National Park. So Say We All of Us 





LITTLE ZION CANYON 


By SterHen S. JoHNSON 


I found you in South Utah 

Near the Border, over yonder. 
Wondrous “Rainbow of the Desert,” 
Thing of beauty, awe and grandeur. 

Cut from mighty hills of sand-stone 

By the constant wear of water. 

Painted by the brush of Nature 

In the colors of a master. 

Softest reds and greys and yellows 
Marked with streaks of brightest crimson. 
Dotted with the green of verdure, 

Grape vines, pine and climbing gimpsum. 
Is it truly any wonder 

That the Mormon band who found you 
With two temples at your entrance 

Felt their God had led them onward 

To a Heaven in the desert, 

To a home among the crimson? 

Is it truly any wonder 

That we call you LITTLE ZION? 


Nore: Little Zion Canyon is the commanding feature of 
the Zion National Park in Southern Utah. 











WESTERN SENTIMENT 
The Voice of the People May Sometimes be Heard 
Above the Clamor of Business 


The following letter to the Secretary of the Interior is 
printed here with the consent of the writer: 


Montana, December 13, 1921. 


HELENA, 


SecreTrary Apert B. FALL, 
Department of the Interior. 
Dear Sir: 

A great majority of the citizens of Montana approve your 
attitude with reference to opening Yellowstone Park to pri- 
vate interests. But the people who want to exploit the Park 
are being heard, while the rest of us are silent. The great 
majority of us want this Park kept perpetually for the people, 
and to be kept from exploitation forever. 

The attitude of the interests in this State with reference 
to this matter put the rest of us, perhaps, in the wrong light. 
I don’t think anyone can love this great Park more than 
those who are its nearest neighbors. This is not a political 
question. Many of us belong to other political faiths, but 
this great Park belongs to us all and is part of our Faith and 
Inspiration in the Good. 

Mr. Secretary, will you guard our interests, as our repre- 
sentatives have failed to do so? 

(Signed) Etirs A. Jonnston. 








HE Barbour Bill for the creation of the Roosevelt-Se- 

quoia National Park in the Sierra of California has 

been amended. Representative Barbour did it himself after 

hearing from his district that the great majority of his 

constituents wanted what President William F. Bade of 
the Sierra Club happily calls a ‘‘ power-proof’’ park. 

In this satisfactory shape the Committee favorably re- 
ported it on January 13, 1922. 

This whol-some outcome of campaign preliminaries was 
achieved by hard work in California, this wise: 

Stephen T, Mather, Director of the National Park Ser- 
vice, persuaded local power companies that the claims of 
the Kings River valleys for parkhood were greater than 
for power. 

The Sierra Club of California won the support of many 
influential men in the State, and particularly in Mr. Bar- 
bour’s district, for a completely conserved park. 

As for the people themselves, the event has proved that, 
in this district as everywhere else in the west, they are in 
great majority for the complete conservation of their na- 
tional parks; so it became a matter of bringing this senti- 
ment to the attention of Congress. This, the women’s clubs 
and other local agencies, accomplished quickly and well. 

Representative Barbour made known his purpose to 
amend his bill at a hearing before the Public Lands Com- 
mittee. Director Stephen T. Mather, in charge of the hear- 
ing, announced that the National Park Service and the For- 
est Service had agreed on the boundaries of the park, and 
that the Barbour Bill represented this agreement. 


Water Power Companies Fall in Line 


He read the following telegram from A. G. Wishon, 
President of the San Joaquin Power and Light Company, 
of Fresno, California, which, with the Bureau of Power 
and Light of the City of Los Angeles, had filed upon impor- ~ 
tant water power sites in the Tehipite Valley and the 
Kings River Canyon: 

‘‘Regarding formation Roosevelt-Sequoia National Park 
which includes South and Middle Fork of Kings River, 
San Joaquin Power is quite willing to cancel its filings on 
Bubbs Creek and Roaring River that are in that area, and 
waive all objections, so as to contribute to a lasting and 
appropriate monument to Colonel Roosevelt and to your 
desire to clear title to all adverse claims.’’ 

Mr. Mather also read a telegram which he had sent on 
December 12 to E. F. Scattergood, Electrical Engineer of 
the Los Angeles Bureau, quoting Mr. Wishon’s telegram 
and calling on him, for patriotic reasons, also to cancel his 
filings within the proposed park. 

‘*Mr. Brackenridge, Vice President of the Southern Cali- 
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fornia Edison Company,’’ he had said in this telegram, 
‘*has stated to Secretary Fall in my presence that his com- 
pany’s engineers have investigated that section of the 
Kings River within the park and have decided that there 
are no water power possibilities there which could be 
economically developed at this time, and that this company 
has no applications pending for hydroelectric development 
anywhere in the proposed area.”’ 


Roosevelt Memorial Association Approves Park 


Colonel William Boyce Thompson, President of the 
Roosevelt Memorial Association, stated that the proposed 
park ‘‘makes a fitting memorial to America’s foremost ex- 
ponent of outdoor life and pioneer virtues.’’ He added 
that he had ‘‘no hesitation whatever in saying that, if 
Colonel Roosevelt could give utterance to his opinion on 
the project presented to Congress in this bill, he would 
approve it with all the energy of speech and action for 
which he was noted.’’ 

William B. Greeley, Chief of the United States Forest 
Service, spoke on national policy, offering an amendment to 
safeguard the park against water power, and suggesting, 
as an alternative, the repeal of the Pierce Amendment to 
the Jones-Esch Act. He will be reported nearly in full in 
Bulletin 25. 

Francis B. Farquhar of the Sierra Club described fea- 
tures of the proposed park, and J. Horace McFarland, 
President of the American Civie Association, spoke on the 
economic value of recreational areas. 


Hundreds of Organizations Call for Amendment 


The National Parks Association, the National Parks Com- 
mittee, the General Federation of Women’s Clubs, the New 
England Conference for the Protection of National Parks, 
the Massachusetts Forestry Association, the Camp Fire 
Club of America, the Field Museum of Chicago, the Camp 
Fire Club of Chicago, the Appalachian Club of Boston, the 
Colorado Mountain Club of Denver, and scores of others 
submitted statements in writing or by telegraph in support 
of the Roosevelt-Sequoia National Park, requesting the 
amendment of the Barbour Bill. 

The only opposition to amending the bill which appeared 
at the hearing came from Representative Addison Smith, 
of Utah, a member of the Public Lands Committee and 
author of the Smith Bill of the last Congress for an irri- 
gation reservoir in the southwestern corner of Yellowstone 
National Park. 


Opposition from Los Angeles Water Power Bureau 


Other opposition, however, has appeared since the hear- 
ing. Under date of December 21, counsel representing 
the Los Angeles Bureau of Power and Light wired Repre- 
sentative Osborne the city government’s contention ‘‘that 
the provisions of the proposed act creating or extending 
the national park area should not be prejudicial to power 
applications formerly made by the city and now pending 
before the Federal Power Commission.’’ 

This telegram does not say what action Mr. Scattergood’s 
bureau purposes to take, but from one of its statements we 
are permitted to assume that it will advocate opening 
Roosevelt-Sequoia National Park to water power. 

The telegram says: ‘‘The city’s power developments will 
materially benefit the country affected thereby from view- 
point of its use for national park purposes by making it 
more accessible through construction by the city of roads 
and trails, and by creation of artificial lakes in connection 


with city’s development which will be full and attractive 
generally during the tourist seasons.”’ : 

The Public Lands Committee has been familiar with this 
argument from the beginning of commercial attacks on 
national parks conservation—how many years ago! It 
springs naturally and logically from misapprehension of 
the fundamental purposes of national parks. An engineer 
talking nature and a naturalist talking engineering are 
pretty much on a par. 


THE ASSOCIATION’S POSITION 


On December 12, 1921, the National Parks Association 
sent the following letter to Representative Nicholas J. 
Sinnott, Chairman of the Public Lands Committee of the 
House. We reproduce it for purposes of record. 

Dear Sir: 

Speaking for the National Parks Association, I earnestly 
request the Public Lands Committee to amend the Barbour 
Bill (H. R, 7452) for the creation of Roosevelt-Sequoia Na- 
tional Park in such a manner that the provisions of the 
Jones-Esch Act relating to existing national parks shall 
apply also to the Roosevelt-Sequoia National Park. 

To pass this bill without amendment will create two 
classes of national parks, one closed to water power pro- 
jects unless Congress itself specifically enacts otherwise, 
and the other open to water power projects at the pleasure 
of a Commission created for the particular purpose of fa- 
cilitating the use of public waters for power generation. 

Such a division of responsibility is illogical, confusing 
and dangerous. 

The Roosevelt-Sequoia National Park promises to be one 
of the grandest national reservations in this or any other 
nation. Nevertheless, until it can come into the National 
Parks System with the same status as all our other national 
parks, this region should remain in the National Forest. 
The essential difference between national parks and na- 
tional forests is the complete conservation of the national 
parks, and availability of the national forests for commer- 
cial development. 


To pass the Barbour Bill without amendment, then, is 7 


to begin a process of breaking down the distinction between 
these two classes of reservations, The inevitable result 
will be the creation of still another kind of reservation in- 
termediate between the two. 
tional Park’’ of this pattern would be neither good national ~ 
park nor good national forest. It would be a hybrid which © 
inevitably would make for the confusion of Congress, 
Government and the public mind as to the precise purposes | 
of both species of reservations. 

As a matter of fact, the difference between the parks and — 
the forests would become less and less, as other forms of 
business invaded the parks under the precedent set by ~ 
water power. Eventually, national parks would become, 
except in name, national forests. 

There is no need to invite this national calamity. If 
there is any part of any proposed national park which is © 
more valuable for commercial uses than for park uses, it g 
should be cut out of the proposed boundaries and left — 
to carry out its mission of prosperity in the National For- 
est where it belongs. 

The question for Congress to decide should never be, as 
heretofore, ‘‘Shall business invade this national park?’’ 
but ‘‘Is this area worth more for national park or business 
purposes? It cannot serve both.’’ 7 


Rosert Srertive Yarp, 
Ezecutive Secretary. 





A Roosevelt-Sequoia ‘‘Na- ~ 








